I believe that the crux of the dispute in this case lies
in the fact that at the time he was first hired, Mr. Hensley
believed that his job would only entail work outside the mine.
His earlier complaint statements reflect his understanding
that the job would only require him to answer the telephone,
operate an endloader, and do other outside work.

In his complaint to the Commission, Mr. Hensley makes no
mention of the fact that he worked underground during the
vacation period which was testified to during the hearing.
In referring to the one prior occasion when he did work under-
ground, Mr. Hensley alluded to the fact that he was not hired
as an inside man, and that he believed that this would be the
last and only time he would be asked to work inside the mine.
In response to questions during the hearing as to why he
believed he was discriminated against, Mr. Hensley indicated
that since he was scared of being underground and that "it
shook him up," he was reluctant to work underground on a regu-
lar basis, even during the time when the mine was out of- pro-
duction and only "dead work" such as belt cleaning and mucking
was being done.  Under these circumstances, I conclude that
even if he had formal training, Mr. Hensley would still be
reluctant to work underground because of his.personal dislike
for the underground environment and his preference to do the
outside work for which he believed he was originally hired.  I
further conclude that Mr. Hensley1 s refusal to work on
July 13, was based on his belief that mine management's work
assignments requiring him to go inside the mine when it was
out of production were becoming more and more routine and that
unless he resisted, he would soon find himself performing more
work which he did not believe should be assigned to him as an
"outside man."

In view of the foregoing findings and conclusions, I
cannot conclude that the record in this case supports a con-
clusion that Mr. Hensley's refusal to follow mine management's
work assignment on July 13, 1985, was based on a reasonable
good faith belief on his part that the performance of the work
would expose him to any underground safety hazards.  I further
conclude and find that Mr. Hensldy's assertion that his work
refusal was prompted by his lack of training and experience is
not bona fide.  Accordingly, the complaint IS DISMISSED, and
the requested relief IS DENIED.
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